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INTRODUCTION
Entrepreneurship is perceived as one of the sources of success for economies, organisations and human beings. Bhargava notes, that “the companies which treated entrepreneurship as an integral part of their business strategy succeeded in maintaining top ranks for years” (Bhargava, 2008, p. 31). Entrepreneurship is assigned both to for-profit and non-profit activities. In the case of the latter type of activity, the concept of social entrepreneurship has been developing over the last few decades. 	Comment by Bret Spainhour: this should be ‘that’ – but I left it alone since it was a quote (this is a common mistake)
Non-profit organisations (NPO), including many types of social enterprises that use business activities to provide social needs, play a significant role in modern societies. We have observed an increase in their numbers in many countries, as well, as an increase in the scale and scope of their activity. Many non-profit organisations face similar problems as for-profit enterprises;, for example, limited resources, increasing expectations, or changes in the external environment. Many of them behave in a similar way;, for example, they compete for resources, innovate to offer better services, or look for new opportunities to serve new social groups. Accordingly, we can compare them from several points of view. One such view is the level of entrepreneurial activity of the organisations. 
The theory of organisational entrepreneurship and its related research methodology have been developing dynamically over the last few decades. However, they mostly focus on business activity. The challenge faced by researchers is to conceptualise and operationalise the organisational entrepreneurship in a social context. One of the concepts that could be applied to this context is entrepreneurial orientation (EO). 
The objective of this paper is to investigate whether the scales designed to measure entrepreneurial orientation can be used in non-profit organisations (and under which conditions). Firstly, the concepts of entrepreneurship related to the organisational level are presented. Then, the methodologies dedicated to measuring organisational entrepreneurship are reviewed, with a focus on those scales used to measure the entrepreneurial orientation of organisations. Afterwards, the differences between for-profit and non-profit organisations are analysed (in the context of organisational entrepreneurship). Finally, some modification of the present scales of EO, that are used in for-profit enterprises, will be suggested. 
To achieve the objective, the literature will be reviewed; and based on the results of the review, solutions enabling the measurement of entrepreneurial orientation in the social context will be recommended.   

MATERIAL AND METHODS
The main problem behind this paper is measuring the entrepreneurial activity in a non-profit organisation. The paper is a conceptual one, and its aim is to suggest some related measures adequate to the characteristics of these types of organisations.
To achieve the goal, the following sub-objectives will be achieved: (1) identification of entrepreneurship concept or concepts related to the organisation; (2) defining the specific traits of non-profit activity and their consequences for entrepreneurial activity; (3) recommending measures adequate to the entrepreneurship of non-profit organisations (, including verification), if some measures used in for-profit organisations could be used. The first and second sub-objectives will be pursued by literature studies. Literature from the following fields will be reviewed and analysed: 	Comment by Bret Spainhour: I assume you are referring to the traits, not the activity. If I’m wrong, please ask how to correct this.
· the general theory of entrepreneurship,
· organisational entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial orientation,
· social entrepreneurship and non-profit sector.
The relevant materials will be selected mostly from scientific journals focused on the above-mentioned fields. A number of sources will be limited to the most- cited publications; however, some new ones will also be included. Firstly, the materials from each field will be analysed separately, with a focus on issues related to other areas. Then, the propositions resulting from the previous analysis will be suggested and developed. Afterwards, the third sub-objective will be achieved through the critical analysis of present measures and inference based on previous literature studies.


LITERATURE REVIEW
General Theory of Entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is a diversified construct, that can be analysed from different perspectives. One of the most- cited contemporary definitions was proposed by Shane and Venkatraman, who define entrepreneurship as a “scholarly examination of how, by whom, and with what effects opportunities to create future goods and services are discovered, evaluated and exploited” (Shane & Venkatraman, 2000, p. 218). Stevenson, Roberts, and Grousbeck defined entrepreneurship as “a process by which individuals – either on their own or inside organisations – pursue opportunities without regard to the resources they currently control” (Stevenson et al., 1989, quoted in: Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990, p. 23). Hisrich, Peters, and Sheperd identify entrepreneurship with “behaviours that are related to the creation of value through the exploitation of opportunities in novel and innovative ways” (Hisrich et al., 2005, quoted in: Leutner et al., 2014, p. 58). McGrath and MacMillan perceive entrepreneurship as “the relentless pursuit of opportunities as well as resources” (McGrath & MacMillan, 2000, quoted in: Ma & Tan, 2006, p. 714). 
In the above definitions, entrepreneurship is connected with opportunities. Casson   defined opportunities as “those situations in which new goods, services, raw materials, and organising methods can be introduced and sold at greater than their cost of production” (Casson, 1982 quoted in: Shane & Venkatraman, 2000, p. 220). Opportunity is also defined as a “future situation which is deemed desirable and feasible” (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990, p. 23). Shane and Venkatraman acknowledge that opportunities themselves are objective phenomena that are not known to all parties at all times, but the recognition of entrepreneurial opportunities is a subjective process (Shane & Venkatraman, 2000, p. 220). Kirzner mentions, that entrepreneurial opportunities require the discovery of new means-ends relationships, whereas the other for-profit opportunities involve optimisation within existing means-ends frameworks (Kirzner 1997, quoted in: Shane & Venkatraman, 2000, p. 220).	Comment by Bret Spainhour: that
Gartner identifies entrepreneurship with creating organisation. For him, this is an activity that differentiates entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs: “entrepreneurs create organisations, while non-entrepreneurs do not” (Gartner, 1989, p. 47).
Entrepreneurship is also perceived as a process that “involves all the functions, activities, and actions associated with the perceiving of opportunities and the creation of organisations to pursue them” (Bygrave & Hofer, 1991, p. 14). Hisrich, Peters, and Shepherd argue that the entrepreneurial process involves the identification and evaluation of the opportunity, development of the business plan, determination of the required resources, and management of the resulting enterprise (Hisrich et al., 2005).
Entrepreneurship is also perceived as a set of attitudes, such as: the desire to achieve, the passion to create, the yearning for freedom, the drive for independence, and the embodiment of entrepreneurial visions and dreams through tireless hard work, calculated risk-taking, continuous innovation, and undying perseverance (Ma & Tan, 2006, p. 704).

Organisational Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Orientation
Entrepreneurship is treated as a trait of an organisation. It reflects the entrepreneurial behaviours in existing organisations. These “formal or informal activities aimed at creating new business in established companies through product and process innovations and market developments” are called corporate entrepreneurship (Zahra, 1991, p. 261, quoted in: Morris & Kuratko, 2002, p. 31). Corporate entrepreneurship is also perceived as a way of “renewal or innovation within current organization” (Sharma & Chrisman, 1999, p. 13, quoted in: Morris & Kuratko, 2002, p. 31). Such a concept shows that the entrepreneurial process does not end when the organisation is founded, but it is continued within that organisation. The entrepreneurial process could be described as a cyclical one, and it could be connected with organisational development. It could be presented on the model of a spiral of the entrepreneurial development of an organisation (Kusa, 2015, p. 705). Kuratko and Audretsch stated, that “the major impetus underlying corporate entrepreneurship is to revitalize innovation, creativity, and leadership in corporations. Corporate entrepreneurship may possess the critical components needed for the future productivity of global organizations” (Kuratko & Audretsch, 2013, p. 332).	Comment by Bret Spainhour: If this is a direct quote, it should probably be reverted to AmE	Comment by Bret Spainhour: revert if part of a direct quote	Comment by Bret Spainhour: same here
Organisations vary in terms of entrepreneurship. Researchers and practitioners strive to measure the level of entrepreneurship in organisations. Morris states that “entrepreneurship occurs in varying degrees and amounts” and suggests the concept of “entrepreneurial intensity” (Morris, 1998, p. 18). Lumpkin and Dess   developed a concept of entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p. 137). This concept is based on the definition of an entrepreneurial firm, which was proposed by Miller. He stated, that “an entrepreneurial ﬁrm is one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is ﬁrst to come up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors to the punch” (Miller, 1983, p. 771). Covin and Slevin have built a scale to measure the EO, which is comprised of three dimensions: risk-taking, Innovativeness, and proactiveness (Covin & Slevin, 1989, p. 75), and Lumpkin and Dees augmented it by adding two more dimensions: autonomy and competitive aggressiveness (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p. 137). Some modifications of this scale were proposed. One of them is the scale of Hughes and Morgan, who used 18 items to measure the dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation and 5 items to estimate the business performance of firms at the embryonic stage of development. They have found, that uniform effort in all EO dimensions does not generate consistent gains in business performance, and organising activities around proactiveness (, and, to some extent, innovativeness), is essential to securing improved performance for such firms (Hughes & Morgan, 2007, pp. 657-658).
Covin and Wales analysed a different measurement approach towards entrepreneurial orientations and stated that “unidimensional versus multidimensional EO measurement models are consistent with fundamentally different conceptualisations of the EO construct” (Covin & Wales, 2012, p. 677). Schillo suggests, that entrepreneurial orientation could be useful for practitioners as a source of managerial recommendations (Schillo, 2011, p. 24). However, entrepreneurial orientation is not an effective concept under all environmental conditions. For example, Frank, Kessler, and Fink concluded from their empirical analyses that it “might preferably be pursued in rapidly changing environments that offer new opportunities, and in which the firm has sufficient financial resources at its disposal to take advantage of those opportunities using a portfolio of innovation activities”, but it is not advisable using it when “a dynamic environment is combined with low access to financial capital” (Frank et al., 2010, p. 194).

Social Entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurial activities are observed in non-profit organisations. They are linked with the tendency of becoming ‘business-like’ of non-profit organisations (Maier et al., 2014, p. 1). Verreynne, Miles, and Harris have observed, that “these ‘profit for purpose’ organisations use market transactions to generate social benefits directly (by providing employment opportunities for the disabled in sheltered workshops) and/or indirectly (by creating revenues that support social initiatives) for their beneficiaries” (Verreynne et al., 2013, p. 113). Such activities are   analysed in the frame of the social entrepreneurship concept, which offers a theoretical basis for such analysis.	Comment by Bret Spainhour: basis?
Yunus defines social entrepreneurship as an “initiative of social consequences, taken by an entrepreneur with a social vision, where the initiative may be both non-economic, associated with a charity or business initiative oriented towards personal profit or without such an option” (Yunus, 2011). Mair and Marti perceive social entrepreneurship as “a process involving the innovative use and combination of resources to pursue opportunities to catalyse social change and/or address social needs” (Mair & Marti, 2006, p. 37). They argue that social entrepreneurship can occur in both a new organisation and an established organisation.
Researchers gathered in the European Research Network identify social entrepreneurship with a social economy. They define social enterprises as “organisations with an explicit aim to benefit the community, initiated by a group of citizens and in which the material interest of capital investors is subject to limits. Social enterprises also place a high value on their autonomy and on economic risk-taking related to ongoing socio-economic activity” (Defourny & Nyssens, 2006, p. 5). The model proposed by the European Research Network distinguishes three sets of criteria (three economic and entrepreneurial, three social, and three related to the participatory governance)   according to which entities and initiatives are classified as parts of a social economy. The economic criteria comprise a continuous activity, producing goods and/or selling services, a significant level of economic risk, and a minimum amount of paid work. The social criteria include the explicit aim to benefit the community, an initiative launched by a group of citizens or civil society organisations, and a limited- profit distribution. Finally, the dimension of participatory governance is described by a high degree of autonomy, a decision-making power not based on capital ownership, and a participatory nature, which involves various parties affected by the activity (Defourny & Nyssens, 2012, pp. 12-15).
In the EU’s documents, the term 'social enterprise' is used to cover the following types of business (European Commission, 2011, p. 2):
· those for which the social or societal objective of the common good is the reason for the commercial activity, often in the form of a high level of social innovation,
· those where profits are mainly reinvested with a view to achieving this social objective,
· those where the method of organisation or ownership system reflects their mission, using democratic or participatory principles or focusing on social justice.
Because of many approaches to social enterprises, as well as different definitions and legal forms dedicated to this kind of activity in different countries, it is not precise to identify social enterprises with non-profit organisations (although many social enterprises could be classified as non-profit, and vice-versa). 
There are an increasing number of publications describing social initiatives (e.g., pioneering social enterprises in Bangladesh [(Yunus 2011]) or activities of Ashoka leaders [(Bornstein, 2011])), as well as reports. One of the examples of statistical research is an examination of social entrepreneurship in 49 countries based on the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor methodology. The results of this research show that in widely defined social entrepreneurship there is a significant part of the population involved: 4.1% of the population in Belgium, 7.5% in Finland, 3.1% in France, 3.3% in Italy, 5.4% in Slovenia, and 5.7% in the United Kingdom (Terjesen et al., 2011). Other statistics show, that European social enterprises operate within a wide range of areas, including work integration of disadvantaged groups and social services of general interest (long-term care for the elderly and for people with disabilities,; early education and childcare,; employment and training services,; social housing,; social integration of disadvantaged such as ex-offenders, migrants, drug addicts, etc.,; and health care and medical services) (European Commission, 2014, p. 2). 

Applying Entrepreneurial Orientation to Social Entrepreneurship
Scholars researching non-profit organisations compare them and their management practices with their business counterparts. Austin, Stevenson, and Wei-Skillern suggest focussing on the following variables to conduct the comparative analysis: (Austin et al., 2006, p. 3-4):
· market failure, when those needing the services are not able to pay for them, which is perceived as a problem by the commercial entrepreneurs and an opportunity by social ones, 
· mission, which is focused on creating social value in the case of social entrepreneurship, and on creating profitable operations resulting in private gain in the case of commercial entrepreneurship,
· resource mobilisation, both financial (which are acquired from different sources) and human (staff in non-profit organisations is often not compensated as competitively as in commercial enterprises),
· performance measurement, which relies on relatively tangible and quantifiable measures of performance, such as financial indicators, market share, customer satisfaction, and quality in the case of commercial organisations and a much more challenging measurement of social impact, which will remain a fundamental differentiator, complicating accountability, and stakeholder relations. 
Lumpkin, Moss,   Gras, Kato, and Amezcua analysed entrepreneurial processes within social contexts and the antecedents and outcomes that make social entrepreneurship unique. They pointed to the presence of a social mission and/or motivation to pursue a social purpose, multiple stakeholders linked to the purpose or mission, and a perspective that opportunity- identification processes may be different when directed toward social problems (Lumpkin et al., 2013, p. 763). They stated that many entrepreneurial processes are changed very little in the presence of antecedents and outcomes that are related to social context. However, these processes are likely to be   challenged by the presence of multiple stakeholders, and how autonomy and competitive aggressiveness function in a social context (Lumpkin et al., 2013, p. 780). This is in line with Żur’s conclusion that “non‐financial performance outcomes have not been addressed enough” and suggests spreading the research across different   entrepreneurship   contexts  ( such   as   social and non-profit), and adjusting the relevant scales   and   measures (Żur, 2015, p. 22).
Morris, Webb, and Franklin relate non-profit organisations directly to entrepreneurial orientation, conceptualised in a three-dimensional scale built by Covin and Slevin. Morris et al. observed that “the meaning of innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk taking are more complex and multifaceted in the non-profit context”, and they proposed an alternative conceptualisation, with sub-dimensions emerging for all three dimensions, which are meant to capture the meaning of entrepreneurship and EO more accurately in the non-profit context (Morris et al., 2011, p. 956).	Comment by RK: what about „to”?
We could find some examples of using EO scales in the non-profit sector. Davis, Marino, Aaron, and Tolbert explored the differences in entrepreneurial orientation by profit status. They   surveyed 134 nursing home administrators, and they have found, that   “there was no significant difference in the EO between non-profits and for-profits, but that non-profits were significantly more likely to engage in environmental scanning activities such as gathering information from trade magazines and suppliers and that they remained abreast of economic and technological trends more than their for-profit counterparts” (Davis et al., 2011, p. 197). Pearce, Fritz, and Davis surveyed 250 religious congregations using a modified Covin and Slevin EO scale. They observed that entrepreneurial orientation is positively associated with organisational performance (Pearce et al., 2009, p. 219).


DISCUSSION
The results of the literature review suggest that (1) the theory of entrepreneurship offers different concepts of organisational entrepreneurship, (2) some of these concepts are operationalised, (3) there were some surveys conducted based on these conceptualisations, and (4) some attempts to measure the level of entrepreneurial activity in non-profit organisations were made. Based on these observations, we can assume, that it is possible to measure the level of entrepreneurial activity of non-profit organisations. However, there are still some questions, as well as challenges faced by researchers, when designing the survey on entrepreneurial orientation in the non-profit sector.
The present experience in measuring organisational entrepreneurship suggests using scales aligned with the concept of entrepreneurial orientation. According to the Covin and Slevin measure, EO frames innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. In the Hughes and Morgan scale, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy is also included. The statements related to competitive autonomy, as “In general, our business takes a bold or aggressive approach when competing” or “We try to undo and out-maneuver the competition as best as we can” (Hughes & Morgan, 2007, p. 659) could be non-relevant to behaviours of non-profit organisations. These organisations tend to focus on their social mission and unmet social needs, and they strive to solve some social problems and maximise social value rather than get a better competitive position and maximise their financial value. On the other hand, NPOs are more willing to cooperate with other organisations working with the same target groups, which is not typical in the case of business enterprises[footnoteRef:1]. If we interpret cooperation as a way of pursuing an opportunity to satisfy social needs, we can treat it as a specific dimension of social entrepreneurship. It leads us to the proposition that, in the case of research comparing for-profit and non-profit entrepreneurship, the Hughes and Morgan scale is more adequate, and it should be expanded to the item or items related to cooperation with other organisations focussed on the same goals. It could be hypothesised that this dimension mostly distinguishes both types of organisations and entrepreneurship (for-profit and non-profit). The next attributes that could differentiate both types of organisation are autonomy and independency, which are perceived by Lumpkin and Dees as key components of entrepreneurial orientation (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996, p. 140). It could be also expected, that social entrepreneurs have different attitudes to risk and are led by different motivations to take risk. These differentiating dimensions require special attention during the design of measures and analysis of results. 	Comment by Bret Spainhour: please revert if a direct quote – their spelling is American	Comment by RK: cooperating with one group of enterprises to compete alongside another group >> does it mean they compete with/against another group?	Comment by Bret Spainhour: this was confusing to me – I hope my corrections are OK	Comment by RK: is it more clear with „are” instead of „is”? [1:  This does not mean that for-profit enterprises are not able or not willing to cooperate – they do so in many ways, but there are different motivations and expectations behind such activity, as they focus on economic goals (e.g., cooperating with one group of enterprises to compete with another).] 

Some suggested changes in the items in the EO scale are presented in Table 1: original indicators are presented in column A, while the suggested indicators aligned with non-profit context are in column B.

Table 1. Examples of indicators of entrepreneurial orientation designed for for-profit and non-profit organisations
	Original content of items
(designed for for-profit organisations)
	Modified content of items
(designed for non-profit organisations)

	In general, the top managers of my firm favour a strong emphasis on R&D, technological leadership, and innovations*
	In general, the leaders of my organisation favour a strong emphasis on scientific analysis and predictions, pioneering solutions, and innovations

	In dealing with its competitors, my firm   typically adopts a very competitive, “undo-the-competitors” posture*
	In dealing with other organisations, my organisation typically focus on the maximisation of social value, including cooperation with other organisations

	In general, the top managers of my firm have a strong proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances of very high returns)*
	In general, the leaders and top managers of my organisation have a strong proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances of solving the most difficult social problems)

	We always try to take the initiative in every situation (e.g., against competitors, in projects when working with others)**
	We always try to take the initiative in every situation (e.g., against groups of opponents or sceptics, in projects when working with others)

	In general, our business takes a bold or aggressive approach when competing**
	In general, our organisation takes a bold or aggressive approach in the face of total inability

	We try to undo and out-maneuver the competition as best as we can**
	We try to convince other organisation to cooperate with us or to support our aims as best as we can


* items from the Covin and Slevin EO scale
**items from the Hughes and Morgan EO scale
Source: own elaboration based on (Hughes & Morgan, 2007, p. 659; Covin & Wales, 2012, p. 692)

Some terminological modifications are required when implementing the scales to social context;, e.g., instead of the term “business”, the term “organisation” can be used. In the case of tools dedicated to a particular group of organisations, some more changes could be desirable as done by Pearce, Fritz, and Davis, who used the scale of Covin and Slevin to survey EO in religious congregations – they asked about “new ministries and worship services” instead of “new products and services” (Pearce et al., 2009, p. 219).
Additionally, in the case of comparative research focussed simultaneously on for-profit and non-profit organisations, it is necessary to decide whether one universal measuring tool is to be used or many tools adjusted to particular groups of organisations in parallel. The universal tool could be in adequate for every type of organisation. In the latter case, all of these tools have to be compatible with each other to enable a comparison of results. It could be required to scale the measured dimensions differently in the case of for-profit and non-profit organisations (Morris et al., 2011, p. 966). 


CONCLUSIONS
Measuring entrepreneurial activity in non-profit organisations is one of the challenges faced by researchers and practitioners. Literature studies show that, there are some methodologies that enable the measurement of such activities in business organisations. The entrepreneurial orientation scales (designed originally for for-profit organisations) can be used in non-profit organisations. However, they require some modification. These modifications refer especially to those dimensions, that differentiate both types of organisation. According to the results of the literature study, these areas include relations with other organisations as well as the autonomy of the employees and members. Taking into account the findings above, modifications of some items  of the EO scales were suggested in the paper.
It should be noted, that, as entrepreneurship is a multidimensional phenomenon that occurs in many types of activity, the suggested modifications could be irrelevant to each organisation. Moreover, the EO scales simplify the phenomenon of entrepreneurship, which may result in skipping or not fully reflecting some attributes of the entrepreneurship. Relying on experiences from business organisations may lead to omitting some aspects of entrepreneurship that are important within non-profit organisations, but not relevant to business organisations (and not reflected in the original scales). To minimise these limits, it is necessary to explore the specific characteristics of the surveyed organisations and their environment. Creating new scales, dedicated solely for non-profit organisations emerges as an alternative solution. However, such a new scale needs to be statistically tested, while the existing ones have already been verified. The next limitation is connected with the geographical context. The analysed literature reflects the characteristics of entrepreneurial practice in the non-profit sector in the European Union and the United States. The findings and recommendations might not be applicable to non-profit organisations operating in other regions. This limitation is   connected partly with the methods applied in the paper, and it could be recommended to extend the scope of future research to other areas, as well as include other research methods to verify the propositions.	Comment by Bret Spainhour: minimise?
The literature study and (especially) the published results of some research suggest that it is desirable to support entrepreneurial behaviours in non-profit organisations. Practical prompts for practitioners are needed;, for example, which solutions from for-profit organisations could be implemented in non-profit ones (and vice-versa) or how can entrepreneurship in non-profit organisations be supported? 
Parallel to developing practical knowledge, the theoretical base should be expanded. To understand the nature of entrepreneurship, as a universal phenomenon existing in different kinds of activities, it is recommended to conduct comparative studies, covering both social and business organisations. One of the questions to be answered is: Iin which dimensions are social and business entrepreneurship similar, and in which ones are they different? To understand the nature of social entrepreneurship, it is important to compare entrepreneurial behaviours in social enterprises and other types of non-profit organisation (e.g., charities, associations), and to explore which organisational or legal forms of non-profit organisations are more eligible for using business activities to strengthen the achievement of their social goals. Comparing entrepreneurship in non-profit and for-profit organisations, or traditional non-profits with social enterprises, requires the development of research methodology, including the design of a questionnaire or methods of collecting data.
Taking into account the role of the non-profit sector, researching entrepreneurial orientation in a social context is reasonable objective, as it could support the future development of non-profit organisations and (furthermore) their effectiveness in solving social problems.
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